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■ ; :,abstract:/-/;;:;: ;
Affifmative action^ more stron than ever before in the 
history of its existence as a viable approach to bringing minorities 
and women into work force populations, has been called into 
question. Much rhetoric has been spent on whether or not minorities 
and women have made measurable gains because of such approaches 
and whether or not such approaches in themselves constitute 
unfairness. 
The major focus of this study was to examine certificated staff 
employment gains or losses for Blacks Hispanics and women in 
eleven school districts over a five year period. A significance level of 
1.0 was established as indication of accomplishments in terms of 
hiring gains or parity in relationship to the three identified groups 
and for administrative (non-bargaining unit) as well as teacher 
(bargaining unit) status. 
Eleven school districts located in San Bernardino County were 
selected for the study. These districts were ones that had work force 
populations of five hundred or more in the beginning year of the 
research. Five hundred is the number stipulated by the federal 
government for reporting affirmative action achievements 
(Commission, 1983, p. A-1). The eleven districts were examined for 
the years 1988 through 1992. 
School district personnel officers or individuals identified as 
responsible for the administration of affirmative action programs in 
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each district were identified and sent surveys requesting information
 
about the existence of affirmative action programs in the district and
 
the nature of those program^. Individuals who did not fesppnd
 
within sixty days were sent a second request Seven districts
 
responded. Phone calls were made to districts who had not replied
 
to the two written requests.
 
of the data revealed that over two-thirds of the
 
school districts showed increases in the percentages of women
 
holding adniinistratiye positions at the level of significance.
 
Hispanics fared less well with just over half of the districts showing
 
percentage increases in administration with one-third of the districts
 
at the level of significance. Blacks made administrative gains in less
 
than pne-third of the districts, in terms of increases in the
 
percentages of Blacks holding administrative positions over the five
 
.years.
 
Ten of the eleven districts increased the percentages of women
 
in certificated, non-administrative positions with six showing
 
increases at the level of significance. However, as women constitute
 
the majority of educators employed in certificated, non­
administrative positions in San Bernardino County, the examination
 
of parity between women teachers and female students was less
 
central to this study and generally revealed greater percentages
 
and/or gains over male counterparts. Fewer than half of the districts
 
had increases in the percentages of Black certificated, bargaining unit
 
employees with only one at the level of significance set. All eleven
 
districts increased the numbers of Hispanic teachers, six districts at
 
the level of significance.
 
By the end of the study and with the exceptioh of female
 
teacher-to-female student ratios as nientioned a no district had
 
parity between Blacks of Hispanics in terms of adihinistrator or
 
teacher ratios to ratios of students served.
 
The major limitations of the study are three-fdld. First and
 
foremost, the nature of county and state ethnographic data collection
 
and collection time frames impose restrictions on this study in terms
 
of comparisons between school district and county populations.
 
Comparisons are further limited by the lack of continuity between
 
school district boundary lines and geographical/political boundaries.
 
Upland School District, for example, has boundary lines that define it
 
as an entity. However, the school district boundary lines for that
 
district are drawn to include parts of Pntarib as defined by Ontario's
 
geographical/political boundary. Thus, school district boundaries and
 
those set for defining and collecting census data do not coincide for
 
an entity identified with the same name. In addition, and less
 
significant to the crux of this research, the nature of the topic of the
 
study, in all of its social and political ramifications, may have played
 
a factor in the choice to not respond to the survey selected by some
 
districts, which further limited the collected data.
 
In reflection, should the increase of under-represented groups
 
continue to be a desired option for school districts, personnel officers
 
and others involved with affirmative action approaches may need to
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reassess existing goals and action plans in ternis of recruitinent, job
 
maintenance support, and mentoring of women and minority
 
candidates if indeed parity, or simply increased representation is
 
valued.
 
Further^ efforts on the part of pre-service university prpgrams
 
for educators; where the first line of recruitmeiit, mento^^^^ and
 
support often take place, may n^ed to be naore focused.^^^^ ^^^ U
 
with teacher credentialing and administrative services programs
 
may need to consider, in addition to such requirements imposed by
 
legal mandates, specialized mentoring programs that go beyond
 
student teaching and administrative field experiences. Courses with
 
specific components that produce general awareness of issues of
 
under representation or specific elective courses and apprenticeships
 
that support female and minority future educators, may be
 
considered and made available to students.
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CHAPTERONE: AGENERALINTRODUCTION
 
Rationale For Investigation
 
Fairness in hiring practices and promotions has been at the
 
forefront of concerns in American employment for decades,
 
regardless of the type of endeavor in which those doing the hiring,
 
promoting, or firing, and those at the receiving end of such actions
 
were engaged. Interwoven throughout those decades in the fabric of
 
the public educational enterprise, has been the reported ideology of
 
an affirmative action belief system—one that values the diversity it
 
serves and, taking a further step, sanctions the modeling of that
 
value through employing minority teachers and administrators.
 
It is acknowledged that not all concerned, whether inside or
 
outside of the public education system, believes that affirmative
 
action is an appropriate approach. Perhaps due to a prolonged,
 
American economic condition that no longer holds American
 
enterprise in a hegemonous standing, affirmative action is being
 
called into question by voices with an increasing volume. Counter
 
arguments are also seeking audience in the multimedia available to
 
the listening public. The issue is an emotionally charged one for
 
those participating in the discussion as well as those who will be
 
affected by its legislated results.
 
Affected as well will be the internalized and personalized
 
schema that establishes individual beliefs. Regardless of the reasons
 
for the reactions, the dialogue is heightened and results will accrue.
 
Substantiating assumed gains or losses through viable research
 
sheds the light of data on professional discussion regarding equity in
 
employment practices. This author's interest in examining actual
 
data, rather than relying on hearsay and assumption, led to the
 
defining of the research undertaken. It is hoped that this
 
microcosmic study of enaplbyment gains or losses for women. Blacks
 
and Hispanics in eleyen schbol districts located in San Bernardino
 
County, while limited in scope, can prove valuable in shinning light
 
on the continuing dialogue and in encouraging fellow educators to
 
inform discussion with further research.
 
Statement Of Purpose
 
In light of concerns with employment quotas, affirmative action
 
policy, and persisting under representation of women and minorities
 
in certain work force populations, concerns that have found voice at
 
the highest levels of government and in the form of continuously
 
proposed legislation, the primary focus of this study was to examine
 
the relative accomplishments selected schools districts within the San
 
Bernardino County jurisdiction have made in increasing
 
representation of three identified categories: (1) women,(2) Blacks,
 
(3) Hispanics. A 1.0 level of significance was set as indication of
 
accomplishment in terms of hiring gains regarding the three
 
identified categories.
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A seeGndary purpose of the research was to identify actual
 
models of implenientatibn used to address affirmative action policy
 
as indicated by a survey of the selected school districts under study.
 
Prdcedure
 
The universe of study was school districts located in San
 
Bernardino county for the years 1988, 1989, 1990, 1991, and 1992
 
with a work force population of 500 or more. The number 500 was
 
the selected criteria because the federal government identifies that
 
number as the trigger which requires reporting of hiring
 
accomplishments for protected classes (Commission, 1983, p. A-1).
 
Eleven southern California school districts located in San Bernardino
 
County met the criteria and were included in the study; Apple
 
Valley, Chaffey, Chino, Colton, Fontana, Hesperia, Ontario-Montclair,
 
Redlands, Rialto, San Bernardino City Schools, and Upland. Among
 
the districts studied are ones designated as union, serving ninth
 
through twelfth grades (Chaffey), unified, serving kindergarten
 
through twelfth grades (Chino, Colton, Fontana, Hesperia, Redlands,
 
Rialto, San Bernardino City, Upland) and elementary, serving
 
kindergarten through eighth grades (Ontario-Montclair).
 
For the commencing year of the study, total student
 
populations for the eleven school districts ranged from 8,492 to
 
35, 033. Through analysis and survey of public document data, and
 
through requested surveys solicited from the eleven school districts
 
in the study, the following four areas were investigated:
 
(1) The presence or absence of objectives and approaches
 
regarding hiring practices, recruitment, and affirmative action policy
 
as revealed by a survey of San Bernardino personnel directors of
 
selected districts meeting the criteria.
 
(2) Comparative analysis of general area San Bernardino
 
County populations relative to the three identified categories and
 
compared with that of each school district in the study.
 
(3) Comparative analysis of the total number of employees in
 
administrative positions with regards to gender and with regards to
 
the ethnic categories identified in the study for each of the eleven
 
school district meeting the criteria.
 
(4) Analysis of student demographic enrollment for the three
 
categories under study in relative comparison to certificated
 
employment for the five years that were examined.
 
Key ^Terms .
 
Terms used that are key to the study are defined as follows:
 
affirmatiye action program - an employment program of planned
 
activities designed to seek, hire, and promote persons who are
 
under-represented in the work force compared to their humber in
 
the population, including handicapped persons, women and persons
 
ofminority, racial and ethnic
 
■backgrounds,.^ -:"^ 
accomplishment - (as defined by the Equal Enaploynient Opportunity 
coianiission in Instructions For Preparing Affirmative Actim 
Accomplishment Reports and Updates for Minorities and Women. 
1983V changes in the of an agency that denote 
employment of under-represented groups. 
Black - not of Hispanic orijgih, a person having Origins in any of the 
Black racial groups. 
Hispanic - a person of Mexican Puerto Rican, Opban or other Spanish 
culture. 
parity - in Equal Employment Opportunity language, parity describes
 
a condition in which the percentage participation of protected classes
 
in an organization is identical with the equivalent percentages in the
 
external labor area. It is extended to encompass equivalent
 
percentages between protected classes within the organization and
 
those directly served by the organization.
 
administrative - certificated employees not in the bargaining unit
 
quotas - fixed numbers or percentages of hiring or promoting
 
minorities or females that must be met by the employer. Usually
 
ordered by court pronouncement, failure to meet a quota cannot be
 
justified.
 
The procedure used in the study was two-fold. First, a brief
 
survey (see Appendix A) was sent tc) adM who had been
 
identified as either the Af^rmative Action Officer or the individual
 
responsible for affirniative action implenientatibn in the eleven
 
districts under study. The cover letter requested responses and any
 
attachments of policy indicating and clarifying a district's affitthative
 
action program, if one so existed. Districts not responding in 30 days
 
after the first inquiry were contacted by phone and sent follow-up
 
letters and a second survey (see Appendix A), Phone contacts were
 
made a second time tq the offices of those individuals who did not
 
respond to the second written request.
 
Secondly, information on the categories under study^^ w
 
collected for analysis regarding each district and the county relative
 
to populations of women, Blacks and H and for a five year
 
period (see Appendix B).
 
GHAPTERTWO: Review Of The Literature
 
Examining Current Conditions
 
According to article four of the California Education Code.
 
Affirmative Action: Employment, "California school districts employ
 
a disproportionately low number of racial and ethnic minority
 
classified and certificated employees and a disproportionately low
 
number of women and members of racial and ethnic minorities in
 
administrative positions" (Education, 1990, p.258). No affirmative
 
action regulation stipulates that an employer has to hire any
 
applicant who is not qualified for the position. However, Supreme
 
Court decisions have decisively ruled that affirmative action permits
 
consideration of race or sex as another desirable characteristic in
 
evaluating applicants for employment or promotion (Schwaitz, 1988).
 
The Supreme Court has stipulated that benign race conscious
 
decision making, in terms of hiring practices, is sanctioned. Factions
 
supporting affirmative action policy site a lack of significant and/or
 
continued progress in bringing women and minority representation
 
in line with external labor area statistical data. Also in contention is
 
the disproportionate percentages of minority students to teachers
 
and to administrators. "Administrators should be as representative
 
of students as possible...a bifurcated system is not beneficial to public
 
education" (Plummer, 1994, p. 5) affirmed the regional director of the
 
California School Leadership Academy's Capital Sierra School
 
Leadership Center.
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Reported demographic changes are reshaping public schopls in
 
much of California. More than half of the students now served by
 
California schools are members of what has traditionally^^^^^ b^ called
 
minority groups. According to the California Depmtment of
 
Education, however, only 18% of the state's teachers and even fewer
 
administrators mirror those same minorities (Plummer, 1994, p. 5).
 
Issues of culturail diversity and the reeruitnaent of under-'
 
represented Americans to become administrators in Califbrnia's
 
public schools appear to remain priority concerns for personnel
 
officers. , .
 
Those groups negating the effectiveness of affirmative action
 
point to results including reverse discrimination. California, a:long
 
with many other states, has been in a protracted, economic recession
 
that has led to the questioning of the validity of affirmative action
 
programs designed to increase the participatioh of minorities in the
 
workforce summarized J. Eugene Grigsby ini (Grigsby, 1995, p: P2).
 
A 1995 proposed state amendment to the California
 
constitution seeks to abolish affirmative action practices. Leading
 
the movement to severely limit affirmative action measures,
 
California's top elected executive. Governor Pete Wilson, confirmed in
 
a speech to approximately two thousand Republican convention
 
delegates that he has requested that members of his cabinet search
 
department rules and guidelines for policies related to affirmative
 
action that he can rescind by executive order. "It is not right, or
 
fair, to replace one form of discrimination with another...To the
 
extent that it has been imposed by administrative fiat, I will as
 
governor undertake to end it by an executiye order rescinding such
 
preferences" remarked Wilson (Lesher, 1995, p. A14).
 
Dalmas A, Taylor and Geneva Smitherman-Donaldson assess
 
that "affirmative action programs were designed to promote and
 
encourage the eradication of unfair barriers that created inequalities
 
in housing, employment and education. Despite the recent
 
widespread attention drawn to affirmative action programs, the
 
practice is not well understood or widely endorsed" (Taylor, 1989,
 
p.4). Taylor and Smitherson-Donaldson note that affirmative action
 
is at times interpreted as special procedures that lead to "reverse
 
discrimination", "reverse racism" and "lowering of standards" and
 
that these perceptions may in the 1990's put the societal
 
commitment to affirmative action in jeopardy (Taylor, 1989). Within
 
the American public education system and certainly within the scope
 
of this study, this researcher finds that at least the "endorsement" of
 
affirmative action is widely stated.
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Examining Historical Perspectives
 
That America's problems with employment discrimination is
 
unique can be traced In its historical development of coiiimoh and
 
statutory laws, Able to specify the terms arid coriditions of
 
enaployment, eiriployers beforo the turn of the century had total J
 
liberty in their hiring practices. It was npt until 1926 and 1935 that
 
the Railway Labor Act and the National Labor Relations Act
 
respectively curtailed the freedom of an eriiployee to disrniss an
 
applicant at whim (Player, 1976, pp. 3-10). Although neither
 
directiy addressed racial or national origins discrimination, these
 
laws established the illegality of discrimination against employees
 
because of union affiliation,/ Qther laws w^ legal
 
mandates but none that addressed the daily practices of
 
discrimination based on one's race, sex, or place of birth. The Fair
 
LabOr Standard Act of 1938 regulated child labor and established a
 
minimum wage requirement among other impositions.
 
In the 1952 court decision on Wieman v. Updegraph, 344 U.S.
 
183, the equal protection clause of the Fourteerith Amendmerit was
 
used to precedent the prohibition of public employment practices
 
that are "patently arbitrary or discriminatory." Thus, state
 
emplOyinerit was increasingly scrutinized beyond the traditional
 
"rational relationship" test which depended upon judicial labeling of
 
"suspect" classifications where isolation of individuals for separate
 
treatment was justifiable. The Labor Management Reporting and
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 Disclosure Act of 1959 regulated a unions internal affairs, protecting
 
members against illegal discrimination, but did not prohibit unfair
 
exclusionary practices (Player, 1976, p. 36-42).
 
Unsurprisingly, a growing unrest among the disenfranchised
 
groups prompted various governing agents to look toward greater
 
balance Again, uni^^ an initial vehicle for government
 
interventipn as the Supreme Gdurt recognized an implied duty of
 
unions operating under the statutes outlined in the National Labor
 
Relations Act to provide equal an fair representation for unit
 
members. Negotiated contracts were determined to violate the
 
oMigation of unions to provided fair representation if they were
 
racially discriminatory.
 
^ witnessed unfair labor practice charges and
 
prosecutions. Fifth and Fourteenth Amendnient applications called in
 
question, and led to the striking down of blatant policies of
 
discrimination. The enactment of the Equal Pay Act by Congress in
 
1963 addressed concerns of pay discrimination based on sex and the
 
stage was set to provide a comprehensive quilt of legal mandates
 
addressing biased employment practices.
 
Title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act provided the single most
 
complete response to employment practices by prohibiting
 
employers, unions and employment agencies from using race, color,
 
sex, religion, or national origins as reasons for discrimination. In
 
short order, an executive order outlined a program for government
 
Contracting. It was with this program that the term "affirmative
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action" was breathed into being. The Age Discrimination Act (1967)
 
was put On the books to protect employment of individuals between
 
the ages of forty and sixty. A series of evolving judicial
 
interpretations and invokings of previously statuted regulations
 
further strengthened federal anti-discrimination laws.
 
Section 706(g) of Title VII gives the courts power to "order
 
such affirmative action as may be appropriate." In interpretations at
 
the business and court levels, affirmative action remedies have
 
ranged in forms from the establishment of a training program that
 
provided skills for individuals who were unlawfully denied access to
 
learn skills that would lead to promotion to simply advertising
 
"equal opportunity" practices(Player, 1976).
 
By 1971, lower courts were citing prior racial discrimination
 
and requiring remedy where government agencies practiced biased
 
and illegal employment that resulted in discrimination against
 
minorities. The courts have upheld the legality of two-tiered
 
practices of eCQploymeht for affirmative action purposes, which are
 
self-imposed by governmental agencies and oriented toward the goal
 
of bringing qualified minorities into the public work force (Player,
 
1976, p. 75-76).
 
Also unsurprisingly, court dictates that sought to remedy
 
blatant discriminatory practices with orders that set hiring goals or
 
qubtas and established preferential treatment in promotion based on
 
race or sex met challenges of reverse discrimination. Three decades
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after the major legal impetus toward fair etnployment practices,
 
the quilt is Still not complete and fairness rem^ an issue.
 
Affirmative action programs generally outline the
 
establishment of a work force analysis, an analysis of the under
 
utilization of individuals in identified categories, planned action to
 
remedy under utilization (this may include specific goals and
 
accompanying time tables), as well as a means for analysis and
 
reporting of progress in program implenientation. Anti
 
discrimination practices are advertised and, when government
 
contracts of specified amounts are involved, training programs and
 
community service may play a part in the overall program design.
 
Organizations establishing plans to increase under-utilization often
 
include such strategies as enhanced recruiting, establishmerit of
 
training programs^ use of outside agency training programs, analysis
 
and validation of criterion tests, part-time youth employment, and
 
the seeking of community assistance to remedy under
 
representation.
 
Title IX of the Education Anlendrnents. maiiily enforced
 
through the withholding of funds that would otherwise be provided,
 
prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex by educational
 
institutions that are receiving federal money. Although some
 
exemptions are granted (military schools, religious schools whose
 
doctrines are contrary to co-educational programs and schools
 
traditionally opened to one sex) and the thrust of the amendments
 
were outlined to address discrimination in educational programs.
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anti-discriminatory practices in the employment of faculty and staff
 
have been a by product of the statutes (Player, 19*76, p. 272).
 
Focusing A Research Perspective
 
Nonetheless and in the face of the by-product results of Tide IX
 
cited by Player, data reported by Cynthia G. Brown, regional director
 
of the Resource Center on Educational Equity of the Council of Chief
 
State School Officers, reports that although the number of women
 
principals in the United States public schppl system increased nine
 
percent between 1972 and 1988, that proportion reflected only 24
 
percent of the total principalships held (Brown, 1993, p.8).
 
In the research findings of Altman and Promis, the conclusion
 
is drawn that "emphasis has shifted from concern about compliance
 
to career advancement for individuals from culturally diverse
 
groups" in terms of affirmative action (Altman, 1990, p. 2). This
 
researcher found that indeed the emphasis has significantly shifted
 
as evidenced in an examination of literature over a ten year period.
 
As found by a number of research groups and cited in the Altman
 
and Promis study, "patterns of low recruitment efforts and minimal
 
attention to the advancement and retention of under-represented
 
groups "(Altman, 1990, p. 3) appears to remain prevalent in many
 
California school districts. Even with reported programs of active
 
recruitment, much of the literature reports that the numbers of
 
under-represented minorities in administrative positions remain low.
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Eberts arid Stone finds that "nowhere kre gen^r differences in
 
promotion patterns as stark as in elementary and secondary
 
education, where women constitute a substantial niajority of
 
teachers, but men an even larger majority of school administratofs"
 
(Eberts, 1985, p. 505). Usirig a promotionsmodel based on human
 
capital theory, the two researchers offer a frameworic for analyzing
 
the influence of EEQ and affirmative action policies and fb^^
 
evaluating empirical results for two states (Oregon and New York).
 
The crux of their research sought to address two issues: apparent
 
discrimination in the promotion structures for men and women in
 
public education and reduetion pf apparent discrimination through
 
federal and state equal employment opportunity (EEC) and
 
affirmative action policies. The researchers' conclusions suggest fhaf
 
a decline in apparent discrimination occurred in the states under
 
study that closely coincided with enforcement of federal Title IX.
 
That "data do not present a consistent picture" (Taylor, 1989,
 
p.3) in the meta-analysis approach taken in many studies, and as
 
concluded in the Taylor study was sanctioned by this researcher in
 
the review of related literature. A crystallizing statement and query
 
by Taylor that "a central issue in the affirmative action arena, for
 
proponents and detractors alike, is the extent of progress in real, npt
 
symbolic, tenns that victims of past discrimination have made. That
 
IS, "what have been the actual employment and economic gains, and
 
the degree of participation, oh levels of power anh decision making?
 
"(Taylor, 1989, p. 10); focused the research for this study. Prior
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researcher claims have alluded to the possible jeopardy of existing
 
gains should government and private agencies default on affirmative
 
action programs. This researcher believed that comparing turn-of­
the-decade data for a selected number of school districts provided
 
the opportunity to further illuminate if the employment gains for
 
women and selected minorities contributed to affirmative
 
action programs by previous researchers) is a statistical reality and if
 
such employment gains could be documented for a microcosmic
 
group. It was with the historical background reviewed, the
 
extensive federal and state legal mandates and sanctions, as well as
 
the implication that equity in employment is a fundamental tenet in
 
America that this study was undertaken.
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CHAPTERTHREE:DATA ANALYSIS
 
Survey Findings Regarding Policy Objectives For Affirmative Action
 
Seven of the eleven school districts surveyed provided written
 
indication of affirmative action policies and/or progranis. Table 1
 
outlines compiled survey responses. Four districts, Apple Valley,
 
Chaffey, Chino, and Rialto verified receipt of the survey but did not
 
return written responses. Each of the seven districts respotidihg
 
indicated that they had affirmative action programs in place, offering
 
equal opportunity employment to minorities (see Table 1). One of
 
the seven. Upland, indicated that there was no policy for recruitment
 
of women.
 
Goals, when listed, reflected a focus on improving parity
 
between work forces and student minority populations. The most
 
extensive data submitted in the survey was that for Hesperia
 
Unified, listing timelines, goals, planned recruitment activity, and
 
assessment plans.
 
18
 
Table 1
 
Affirmative Action Program Self-Reported Indicators
 
District
 
Colton
 
Fontana
 
Hesperia
 
Ontario-

Mpntclaif
 
Redlands
 
Minorities Women
 
Yes
 
Yes
 
Yes
 
Yes 

Yes 

Activities
 
• Career fairs
 
• University recruitment
 
• Classified career
 
ladder/bilingual teachers
 
• District priority for ethnic
 
parity, teachers-to-students
 
• Male oriented jobs targeted for
 
female recruitment (i.e.
 
custodial maintenance)
 
• Special announcements geared
 
toward protected groups
 
• Affirmative action committee
 
• Recruitment by employees in
 
protected groups
 
None listed
 
• Racially and ethnically mixed
 
recruitment teams
 
• Job fairs
 
• Local and nationwide
 
advertisement
 
• Advertisement in ethnically
 
focused newspapers
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District Minorities Women Activities
 
Yes Yes • Affirmative action advisement
 
Bernardino committee 
• Staff development and an 
upward mobility program to 
assist protected group 
members 
• Contact of local and national 
sources for qualified applicants 
in the protected groups 
Upland Yes No • Participation in Project Pipeline^ 
to secure under-represented 
minorities in teaching 
• Job advertisements specifying 
minority and bilingual 
candidates preferred 
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Analysis Qf Data For San Bernardino County General And District
 
Populations Relative To Wotnen, Blacks And Hispanics
 
In terms of certificated bargaining unit Staff, P^ity did not
 
exist between any of the general county population statistical
 
groupings in the study (see Table 2). The percentage of women in
 
teaching positions exceeded the county figure in all but one case,
 
Chaffey Joint Union, where the data showed the district 3.2% below
 
county figures. Table 2 further displays that while the majority of
 
districts in the study had a significantly smaller percentage of Blacks
 
in comparison to the general population, two school districts, Rialto
 
and San Bernardino City, employed a higher percentage of Black
 
teachers relative to their total district employment of teachers when
 
compared to the other nine districts' figures in the median year.
 
The lack of parity between the percentage of Hispanics who
 
resided in the county during the median year and those percentages
 
of Hispanics employed by the individual districts in certificated
 
positions during that same year was substantial. No district in the
 
study for the 1990 school year had in its certificated employ a
 
proportional percentage of Hispanics equal to fifty percent of the
 
total percentage of Hispanics indicated as county residents during
 
that time.
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It is evident that parity for neither Black nor Hispanic
 
administrators existed in any of the eleven school districts during the
 
median year of research (see Table 3). However, the percentages of
 
female administrators compared to the percentages of females in the
 
general county population was in parity at the level of significance
 
for one of the eleven school districts—Chaffey Joint Union, and was
 
only 1.1 percent away from parity at the level of significance for
 
another-Upland Unified School District, with a higher percentage of
 
female administrators employed in Upland than existed as the
 
general female population countywide. It is also noteworthy that
 
two districts—San Bernardino City and Rialto exc®®^®^ the
 
percentage rate of females in the general county population in terms
 
of employed female administrators. San Bernardino City had 10.2%
 
more females and Rialto had 14.4% more.
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Table 2
 
Median* Year Comparisons Between General County Populations
 
District Certificated Bargaining Unit St^f
 
%;0f
 
County/District ^ W
 
San Bernardino County 49.8%
 
Apple Valley 65.6%
 
Chaffey Joint Union 46.6%
 
Chino 69.2%
 
Colton 70.7%
 
Fontana 66.3%
 
Hesperia 62.9%
 
Ontario-Montclair 83.4%
 
Redlands 71.6%
 
Rialto 70.4%
 
San Bernardino City 69.8%
 
Upland 73.4%
 
Note. Median = 1990 Census Year
 
Blacks Hispanics 
8.1% 26.7% 
10.4% 
10.9% 
4..3% 
4.6% 
11.4% 
10.7% 
10.1% 12.4% 
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Table 3
 
Median* Year Comparisons Between General County Populations And
 
District Administrative Staff Not In The Bargaining Unit 
%Qf %0f %Qf 
County/District Women Blacks Hispanics 
San Bernardino County 49.8% , 8.1% 26.7% 
Apple Valley 40% 0% 0% 
Chaffey Joint Union 49.9% 6.6% 3.3% 
Chino 39% 2.6% 10.4% 
Golton 44.5% 0% 11.1% 
Fontana 44.1% 7.3% 4.4% 
Hesperia 31.2% 0% 6.3% 
Ontario-Montclair 46.6% 5.4% 6.8% 
Redlands 27.5% 0% 10% 
Rialto 64.2% 15.7% 11.4% 
San Bernardino City 60% 13.6 19% 
Upland 51% 0% 8.1% 
Note. Median = 1990 Census Year 
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GHAFIERFdUR: AFFIRMATIVE ACTION ACCOMPLISHMENTS
 
Administrative
 
Female
 
Given the five year period from 1987-1988 to 1991-19921,
 
nine of the eleven school districts in the study increased the
 
percentages of women holding administrative positions in their
 
respective districts (Chino, Colton, Fontana, Hesperia, Redlands, Rialto
 
San Bernardino and Upland). Eight showed increases at the level of
 
significance set. The average gain among the nine was 9.6% with
 
Hesperia at the bottom making the least notable gain of .7% and
 
Fontana at the top with a 15.9% increase of women in administrative
 
positions.
 
The data for two of the nine, Colton and Rialto, evidenced that
 
increased hiring of women resulted in females having the greater
 
percentage of administrative positions in those respective districts
 
(55.1% and 61.3%).
 
Two school districts, Apple Valley and Chaffey, had decreases
 
in the percentage of females holding administrative positions
 
conipared to that of male counterparts. In the case of Apple Valley,
 
the decrease over the five year span was from 43.5% (1988) to 34.5%
 
(1992), a 9% drop. The difference for Chaffey reflected a 12.4% drop
 
in 1992 from five years prior. It is notable that in year one of the
 
study (1988), the percentage of females holding administrative
 
positions in the Chaffey school district was greater than that for
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males (51.3% v. 48. 6%). The percentages for female teachers have,
 
however, remained relatively stable in the Chaffey district with no
 
more than three percentage points of difference between any two
 
years over the span of the study. Also notable is that the percentage
 
of female administrators closely reflected the percentages of female
 
students with no more than three percentage points separating the
 
two until the 1992 drop. Regardless of losses or accomplishments,
 
the data indicates that by the ending year of the study, San
 
Bernardino had the highest percentage of females employed as
 
administrators (60.4%), followed by Rialto (61.3%) and Upland
 
(56.1%).
 
■Blacks : ■ 
At the end of the five year period, three of the eleven school 
districts (Colton, Ontario-Montclair, Rialto) registered increases of at 
least 1.0% over their 1988 baseline year data in Blacks holding 
administrative positions. While nine of the eleven districts had 
increases in any given year over the five year period of the study, 
six districts eventually lost such gains by the fifth year and 
registered a decrease lower than the baseline percentage registered 
for year one of the study. 
Apple Valley and Redlands began and ended with no 
Black administrators over the five year period. Data for both school 
districts, however, reflected a Black student population (1992: 5.3% 
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and 6.6% respectively) as well as Black certificated staff (1992: 1.7%
 
and 1.4% respectively).
 
Gfaaffey registered a ,1% increase, which is short of the 1.0
 
significance level established for the study. Regardless of losses of
 
accomplishinents, data shows that Rialto had the highest percentage
 
of Blacks in administrative positions at the end of the five year
 
period (18.7%), followed by San Befnardino (12,7% Ontario-

Montclair (9%).
 
'.■Hispanics • ■■■ : V, ■ 
Of the eleven districts, three lost gfpuhd in the nuniber of 
Hispanics holding administratiye positiGns over the five year period 
(Qntafio-Montclaif, Redl^ds, Upland).One district, Apple Valley, 
began and ended the five year period with no Hispanics in 
administrative positioris, although one Hispanic administrator was 
gained and lost in 1991. 
Of the seven districts showing gains in Hispanics holding 
administrative positions at the end of the period of study, four had 
attained the significance factor of at least 1.0% by 1992 
(Fontana: 1.4%; Hesperia: 4.0%, Rialto: 3.6%; 
San Befhardihot 5.4%). Regardle of losses or accomplishments, the 
data indicates that by the ending year of the study, San Bernardino 
had the highest percentage of Hispanics in administrative positions 
(17.5%), followed by Hesperia (11.7%) and Chino (10.7%). 
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Teachers
 
Female
 
Ten of the eleven districts increased the percentages of women
 
holding certificated, non-bargaining unit positions. Six had increases
 
over the baseiine year at or above the level of significance
 
(Apple Valley; 1.1%, Colton: 3-0%, Hesperia: 3.7%, Redlandsr
 
1.6%, Rialto: 4.1%, Upland; 4;2%); The average increase
 
among the six districts showing accbnifilishmehts at the level of
 
significance was 2.95%
 
'Blacks . ' ■ ■ 
Fewer than half of the eleven districts had any increases in
 
Black certificated employees when Comparing baseline and ending
 
years. Only one district, Colton, increased the number of Black
 
certificated employees at the level of significance for the
 
study (1.8 %).
 
Hispanics
 
All eleven school districts increased the percentages of
 
Hispanics in certificated positions over the five years of the study.
 
In comparing baseline and ending years, six districts had at least a
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1.0% increase (Apple Valley: 1.2%, Fontana: 5.0%, Ontario-

Moritclair: 2.3%, Redlands: 1,6%, Rialto 1.1%, Upland: 1.7%). The
 
average increase for the six districts was 1.4%.
 
Student Enrollment Parity With Teacher Employment
 
Female
 
The data collected supports the generalization that the
 
preponderance of teachers are women. The widely held belief that
 
elementary teachers for the most part are women is also supported
 
by the findings here. All eleven districts had percentages of females
 
in certificated positions greater than the percentages for female
 
students ehrolled. Th K-8 district in the study, Ontario Montclair,
 
showed the greatest lack of parity with 32.9% more female teachers
 
than female students in the fifth year of the study.
 
The district closest to actual parity in terms of female teachers
 
and female students for the fifth year of the study was Chaffey Joint
 
Union (certificated female staff 48%, female students enrolled 48.8%).
 
Ghaffey was the only district within the level of significance. The
 
average lack of parity for the districts researched was 19.9% more
 
female certificated teachers than female students enrolled.
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Black
 
Only one district in the study, Hesperia, showed parity between
 
Black teachers and Black students at the level of significance set
 
when comparing beginning and ending years. For three of the five
 
years ('88, '89, '91), the percentage of black certificated teachers
 
matched that of black students being educated within one percentage
 
point or less. However, by 1992, the ending year of this study,
 
Hesperia had joined the ranks of the other ten districts with a 1.5%
 
parity gap between the two groups (3.3% teachers; 4.2% students).
 
Lack of parity between Black students and teachers showed a
 
widening gap for ten of the eleven districts by the fifth year of the
 
study. With the exception of Ontario-Montclair, parity gaps
 
increased and ranged from 1.5% (Hesperia) to 17.6% (Rialto) by 1992.
 
However, Ontario-Montclair showed a 1.7% decrease in the parity gap
 
over the five year study when analyzing beginning and ending years.
 
For this district in 1988, the gap reflected 7.1% fewer black
 
certificated staff when compared with the black student body. In
 
1992 the gap had narrowed to 5.2%.
 
Hispanic
 
None of the eleven districts in the study evidenced parity
 
between Hispanic students and teachers at the level of significance
 
during any year over the five year period of study. Moreover, all
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eleven, over the course of the study widened the parity gap between
 
certificated Hispanic teachers and Hispanic students. Among the
 
eleven, Apple Valley was closest in having the Hispanic certificated
 
workforce match the percentage of Hispanic students taught with an
 
8.2^ difference. By the end of the study that gap had increased to a
 
12.4% difference. At the baseline year the average parity gap was
 
20.6%.
 
Ontario Montclair began and ended with the greatest disparity,
 
a 344% difference at the baseline year, increasing to a 47.8 %
 
difference by the fifth year. The average disparity between Hispanic
 
students and teachers at the end of the study and among the eleven
 
districts was 29.7%
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CHAPTERHVE: SUMMARYOFFINDINGS
 
Conclusions
 
Data indicates that representation of women in administrative
 
positions have increased. Over two-thirds of the school districts
 
showed increases in the percentages of women holding
 
administrative positions at the level of significance. Hispanics fared
 
less well with just over half of the districts showing percentage
 
increases in administration with one third of the districts at the level
 
of significance. Blacks made administrative gains in less than one-

third of the districts, in terms of increases in the percentages of
 
Blacks holding administrative positions over the five years.
 
Ten of the eleven districts increased the percentages of women
 
in certificated, non-administrative positions with six showing
 
increases at the level of significance. However, as women constitute
 
the majority of educators employed in certificated, non­
administrative positions in San Bernardino County, the examination
 
of parity between women teachers and female students was less
 
central to this study and generally revealed greater percentages
 
and/or gains over male counterparts. Fewer than half of the districts
 
had increases in the percentages of Black certificated, bargaining unit
 
employees and only one at the level of significance set. All eleven
 
districts increased the numbers of Hispanic teachers, six districts at
 
the level of significance set.
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By the end of the study no district had parity between Blacks
 
or Hispanics in terms of administrator or teacher ratios to those
 
ratios of students served. This researcher concludes that if current
 
erhployment trends are an indication, the existence of parity
 
betweenminority students served in a school district and the
 
minority teachers who educate them will exists in a distant future, if
 
at all.
 
Limitations
 
Several school districts, after repeated requests and contacts,
 
did not choose to submit survey information. This researcher
 
believes that the sensitive nature of the issue may have produced, in
 
some part, reluctance to respond. In addition, the lack of clerical
 
time or the establishment of other priorities (making the response to
 
a requested survey of less importance) may have contributed to the
 
lack of respohse by some districts.
 
Further, the relative size of a district and the number of schools
 
vvithin the district c^ influence the proportional results. For
 
example phaf^^ has a smaller number of schools compared to
 
the unified and elementary districts in the study. Thus, the change
 
of one or two administrators can have a considerable a^ct. L
 
Limitations on the statistical comparisons were experienced on
 
several fronts. Because San Bernardino is a large, sprawling county
 
covering 29,164 square miles and served by 34 school districts, the
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general population ethnographic data can not reflect those areas
 
where minority populations under study are proportionately in
 
greater numbers than non-minority counterparts for a given regional
 
location.
 
Further limitations are imposed by the nature of county and
 
state ethnographic data collection and reports. Because census data
 
is reported in ten year cycles with all other years reflected by
 
estimate through trend analysis, the most accurate information is
 
reported after census year.
 
For the county to district comparisons, this researcher chose to
 
examine actual 1990 county ethnographic information reported in
 
1991. This marks the median year of the study and provides a more
 
accurate comparative point. However, a more extensive analysis
 
would be possible if census information were gathered and reported
 
yearly. Also limiting the study is the lack of collected and reported
 
work force data in terms of employees qualified and eligible for a
 
particular category (i.e. teachers) at a given period in time. To this
 
researchers knowledge, no statistics are available to indicate the
 
numbers of persons in the three protected classes that would have
 
been eligible, county-wide, to fill such positions. Further, districts
 
hire within and without the county and certainly beyond the
 
boundaries of the particularly district.
 
An additional limitation of the study is found in the nature of
 
selecting for examination specific minority groups to the exclusion of
 
others. The growing populations of Asian and pacific island groups
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specifically in California and generally in San Bernardino County
 
account for significant minority representation in sonie regionalizjed
 
areas of the county.
 
Implications For Education
 
While the primary focus of the study did not attempt a base
 
sufficient enough to show causal relationship b affirmative
 
action implementation and the percentages M proitected class
 
members employed, the response of surveyed districts indicate tha|
 
equal opportunity is soughtv and planned for, in the hiring Of
 
certificated employees. The comparison of implementation
 
approaches listed with the actual results in terms of increased
 
representation show no significantly effective model. In terms of
 
achieving parity, all districts in the study employed fewer
 
individuals in one or more under-represented categories by the end
 
of the five year period.
 
Those educators particularly involved in hiring and affirmatiye
 
action implementation may need to reassess affirmative action goals
 
and plans and follow that re-assessment with a more systematized
 
and strategic approach to active recruitment, support, and
 
mentoring of minority candidates, if indeed parity—or simply
 
increased representation—is valued by the profession. It is clear
 
that present local efforts (and this study appears to be a reflection
 
of state and nationwide patterns) fall short of stated desires in terms
 
of women and minority educators having equity in employment
 
hiring and promotions.
 
Moreover, it would seem wofthwhile to increase efforts pii the
 
part of higher education to recruit and prepare under-represented
 
groups for ndn-bargaining unit, certificated roles in K-12 educatioh 
through specialized programs as well, if action remains a 
held belief in the educational cornmunity. Only two districts listed 
partnerships with the university as a model.
 
Suggestions For Further Research
 
A review of the literature indicates a sparsity of long term
 
studies that examine the specific accomplishments of under­
represented groups in California school districts or those districts
 
found in other states. A few early studies examined the effect of
 
affirmative action in states (generally outside of California) shortly
 
after the legal mandates of the 1960's and 197O's civil rights
 
legislation. To this researcher's knowledge, no local studies reflecting
 
data in the last decade are available.
 
An examination of hiring accomplishments and parity for
 
under-represented groups not specifically examined in this study
 
provides the basis for additional research. As the growing
 
populations of Asian and pacific island groups specifically in
 
California and generally in San Bernardino County account for
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increased minority populations in some regionalized areas, their
 
representation in administration and among certificated staff are
 
possible avenues of future research;
 
Data indicates that representation of women in adihinistrative
 
positions increased. However, as women constitute the majority of
 
educatbrs employed in certificated, non-administrative positions
 
both State and natioiiwide, the examination of parity between
 
women teachers and female students was less essential and as
 
expected, revealed either greater percentages and/or gains over
 
male counterparts. The implications for actions that may be drawn
 
here and further studied might revolve around the counter question
 
of whether or not male students need male role models in the
 
teaching-learning interaction and whether or not such lack of parity
 
in terms of those male role models should be viewed as positive or
 
negative. Such is beyond the scope of this research but may provide
 
the basis for other studies.
 
Moreover, while the examination of specific affirmative action
 
strategies was not the purview of this study, the extent to which
 
various strategies undertaken in the hopes of increasing minority
 
and female representation have proven effective is another area of
 
suggested research that should prove useful to the educational
 
community. If such a direct correlation can be evidenced, the limited
 
educational dollars available for affirmative action recruitment and
 
maintenance could be directed into programs that yield better
 
results in terms of bringing about increased representation of under­
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represented groups. The downward trend of providing parity
 
between the under-represented groups in the study and their
 
general population counterparts appears to indicate that current
 
efforts are not yielding sought after results.
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APPENDIX A: SURVEYINSTRUMENTS
 
Affirmatiye Action Survey Questionnaire Request No. 1
 
P.O. Box 241437
 
Los Angeles, CA
 
October 15, 1993
 
Dear :
 
As a graduate student in the Education department at California State
 
University. San Bernardino, I am completing a study of hiring
 
accomplishments for San Bernardino School Distfic^^^^^ Thank you for
 
assisting me by providing responses to the attached survey. A self-

addressed, stamped envelope is included for your convenience.
 
Please return the survey within five days of receiving it.
 
A summary of the results of the study will be mailed to you upon
 
completion. My anticipated date of completion in terms of compiling
 
the summary is December 1, 1993. Again, thank you for taking a ­
few minutes to respond.
 
Sincerely,
 
Margaret E. Goss
 
Affirmative Action Survey Questionnaire Response Form
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 I Employment Praitices Survey
 
Please respond with the appropriate cheek in the bokes indicated.
 
(1). Does your district have ah affirniMiye action Q Q
 
policy/program offering; equal opportunity employment
 
to minorities? (Please attach any written evidence
 
of such a policy or program).
 
(2). Does your district have an affirmative action Q Q
 
policy/program offering equal oppoftunity employment
 
to women? (Please attach any written evidence
 
of such a policy or program).
 
(3.) Briefly describe any special programs of equal
 
opportunity employment in place in your district
 
that result in the recruiting, hiring, or promotion of
 
Blacks, Hispanics, or women.
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Employment Practices Survey
 
(4). Please njake any further comments about the equal
 
employment opportunity practices in your district that you feel are
 
appropfiate.
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Affirmative Action Survey Questionnaire Request No. 2
 
P.O. Box 241437
 
Los Angeles, CA
 
October 15, 1993
 
Dear:
 
On October 15, 1993, I submitted a brief survey to you in connection
 
with a ^dasters Thesis prpject that 1 am presently attempting to
 
complete, A self-addfessed, stamped envelope was included for
 
your convenience. The study concerns hiring accomplishmehts for
 
eleven San Bernardino School Districts and your school district is a
 
part of the study. I sincerely would like to hear from you, .
 
I am enclosing a second survey in case the first one was somehow
 
misplaced. Please take a few niihutes to respond briefly to the
 
questions asked and to attach any televant information.
 
A summary of the results of the study will be mailed to you upon
 
completion. My antici^^ date of completion in terms of compiling
 
the sunmaary is February 10, 1993. Again, thank you for taking a
 
few minutes to respond.
 
Sincerely,
 
Margaret E. Goss
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APPENDIX B:DATASUMMARIESFORINDIVIDUALDISTRICTS
 
Apple Valley Unified 
FTE FTE 
Administrators Teachers Students 
1988 1989 1990 1988 1989 1990 1988 1989 1990 
# Black M 0 0 0 0 0 0 161 1 75 232 
%Black M 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.9 : .':T-v9 2.3 
# Black F 0 0 0 5 5 6 144 178 216 
%Black F 0 0 0 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.7 1.9 2.1 
Total Black 0 0 0 5 5 6 305 353 448 
Total% Black 0 0 0 1.4 1.3 1.4 3.6 3.8 4.4 
# Hispanic M 0 0 0 3 3 4 447 565 662 
% Hispanic M 0 0 0 0.8 0.8 1 5.3 6 6.5 
# Hispanic F 0 0 0 5 7 8 432 504 596 
% Hispanic F 0 0 0 1.4 1.8 1.9 5.1 5.3 5.9 
Total Hispanic 0 0 0 8 10 1 2 879 1,069 1,258 
Total% 0 0 0 2.2 2.6 2.9 10.4 11.3 12.4 
Hispanic 
# White M 13 17 15 120 126 136 3,771 4,093 4,255 
% White M 56.5 56.7 60 33.5 32.5 32.9 44.4 43.4 42 
# White F 10 13 10 217 243 257 3,293 3,644 3,883 
% White F 43.5 43.3 40 60.6 62.6 62.1 38.8 38.5 38.3 
Total White 23 30 25 337 369 393 7,064 7,737 8,138 
Total% White 100 100 100 94.1 95.1 95 83.2 81.9 80.3 
# Other M 0 0 0 3 1 1 121 152 167 
%Other M 0 0 0 0.9 0.3 0.4 1.5 1.7 1.5 
# Other F 0 0 0 5 3 2 123 143 130 
% Other F 0 0 0 1.4 0.9 0.2 1.5 1.4 1.3 
Total Other 0 0 0 8 4 3 244 295 297 
Total%Other 0 0 0 2.3 1.2 0.6 3 3.1 2.8 
TOTALS |23 |30 |25 |358 |388 |414 |8,492|9,454|10.TTj 
# M 13 17 15 126 130 141 4,500 4,985 5,316 
%M 56.5 56.7 60 35.2 33.6 34.3 53.1 53 52.3 
# F 10 13 10 232 258 273 3,992 4,469 4,825 
%F 43.5 43.3 40 64.8 66.6 65.6 47.1 47.1 47.6 
Note. M = Males; F = Females.
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Apple Valley Unified
 
Administrators Teachers Students
 
199t 1992 1991 1992 1991 1992 
# Black M 0 0 0 1 263 328 
% Black M 0 0 0.2 2.3 2.7 
# Black F 0 "■ ■ ■ 0 '.v7^ ^ 7 246 317 
% Black F 0 0 1.5 1.5 2.2 2.6 
Total Black 0 0 7 8 509 645 
Total % Black 0 0 1.5 1.7 4.5 5.3 
# Hispanic M 1 0 5 6 791 966 
% Hispanic M 3.1 0 1.1 1.3 :: 7 7.9 
# Hispanic F 0 0 1 0 1 0 808 963 
% Hispanic F 0 0 2.2 2.1 7.2 7.9 
Total Hispanic 1 0 1 5 1 6 1,599 1,929 
Total % 3.1 0 3.3 , 3.4 14.2 15.8 
Hispanic 
# White M 1 9 1 8 144 154 4,601 4,800 
% White M 59.4 62.1 31.6 32.4 40.8 39.4 
# White F 1 2 1 0 287 292 4,232 4,425 
% White F 37.5 34.5 62.9 61.5 37.6 36.3 
Total White 31 28 431 446 8,833 9,225 
Total % White 96.9 96.6 94.5 93.9 78.4 75.7 
# Other M 0 1 1 1 1 85 203 
% Other M 0 3.4 0.2 0.2 1.7 1.7 
■ 2# Other F 0 0 4 139 181 
% Other F 0 0.4 0.8 1.2 1.4" ■■ ■ 0 
Total Other 0 1 3 5 324 384 
Total % Other 0 3.4 0.6 1 2.9 3.1 
TOTALS |3 2 |29 |456 |475 [11,265112,1831 
# M 20 1 9 150 162 5,840 6,297 
% M 62.5 65.5 32.9 34.1 51.8 51.7 
# F 1 2 1 0 306 313 5,425 5,886 
% F 37.5 34.5 67 65.9 48.2 48.2 
Note. M = Males; F = Females. 
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Chaffey Joint Union
 
FTE
 
Administrators Teachers Students
 
1988 1989 1990 1988 1989 1990 1988 1989 1990
 
# Black M 1
 1 .■ ■■: 3 4 435 444 508 
% Black M 2.7 3.3 3.3 0.6 0.8 0.7 3.6 3.6 4.0 
# Black F 0 : 1 8 8 6 468 463 486 
% Black F 0.0 3.3 1.53-3 1.5 1.1 3.9 3.8 3.8 
Total Black 1 2 2 1 1 12 1 0 903 907 994 
Total % Black 2.7 6.6 6.6 2.1 2.3 1.8 7.5 7.4 7.8 
# Hispanic M 1 1 1 23 23 24 1,567 1,812 2,170
% Hispanic M 2.7 3,3 3.3 4.4 4.4 4.4 13.0 14.7 16.9 
# Hispanic F 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 1 1 1,513 1,712 1,991
% Hispanic F 0 0 0 2.1 2.3 2.0 12.6 13.9 15.5 
Total Hispanic 1 1 1 34 35 35 3,080 3,524 4,161 
Total % 2.7 3.3 3.3 6.5 6.7 6.4 25.6 28.6 32.4 
Hispanic 
# White M 1 6 13 1 3 248 248 264 3,846 3,735 3,569 
% White M 43.2 43.3 43.3 47.6 47.5 48.1 32.0 30.4 27.8 
# White F 1 8 13 1 3 225 222 234 3,732 3,556 3,444 
% White F 48.6 43.3 43.3 43.2 42.5 42.6 31.0 28.9 26.8 
Total White 34 26 2 6 473 470 498 7,578 7,291 7,013 
Total % White 91.8 86.6 86.6 90.8 90.0 90.7 63.0 59.3 54.6 
# Other M 0 0 0 0 1 2 253 2 99 372 
% Other M 0 0 0 0 0.2 0.4 2.0 2.5 3.0 
# Other F V. 1 1 3 4 4 215 265 315 
% Other F 2.7 3.3 3.3 0.6 0.8 0.9 1.8 2.2 2.5 
Total Other 1 1 1 V:':.; 3 5 . -• 6 468 564 687 
Total % Other 2.7 3.3 3.3 0.6 1.0 1.3 3.8 4.7 5.5 
TOTALS 137 |30 1521 15 22 15 49 112.029 It2v286 112.855 I 
#M 1 8 15 15 274 276 294 6,101 6,290 6,619 
% M 48.6 49.9 49.9 52.6 52.9 53.6 50.6 51.2 51.7 
# F 1 9 15 1 5 247 246 255 5,928 5,996 6,236 
% F 51.3 49.9 49.9 47.4 47.1 46.6 49.3 48.8 48.6 
Note. M = Males; F = Females. 
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Chaffey Joint Union
 
FTE FTE
 
Administrators Teachers Students
 
1991 1992 1991 1992 1991 199
 
# Black M i 1 8 5 575 674
 
% Black M 3.2 2.8 1.4 0.9 4.3
 4.6
 
# Black F 0 0 7 9 555 654
 
%Black F 0.0 O>0 1.2 1.6 4.1 4.4
 
Total Black 1 ■ -'l. 1 5 1 4 1,130 1,328 
Total% Black 3.2 2.8 2.6 2.5 8.4 9.0 
# Hispanic M 1 1 25 23 2,466 3,037
 
% Hispanic M 3.2 2.8 4.3 4.1 18.3 20.6
 
# Hispanic F 0 0 14 16 2,217 2,824
 
% Hispanic F 0.0 0.0 2.4 2.9 16.4 19.1
 
Total Hispanic 1 1 39 39 4,683 5,861
 
Total % 3.2 2.8 6.7 7.0 34.7 39.7
 
Hispanic
 
# White M 1 5 20 272 258 3,411 3,220
 
% White M 48.4 55.6 46.9 46.3 25.3 21.8
 
# White F 13 13 244 236 3,418 3,210
 
%White F 41.9 36.1 42.1 42.4 25.3 21.7
 
Total White 28 33 516 494 6,829 6,430
 
Total% White 90.3 91.7 89.0 88.7 50.6 43.5
 
# Other M 0 0 5 4 494 629
 
%Other M 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.7 3.6 4.2
 
# Other F 1 1 5 6 369 529
 
%Other F 3.2 2.8 0.9 1.1 2.7
 3.6
 
Total Other 1 ' 1 1 0 10 863 1,158
 
Total% Other 3.2
 2.8 1.8 1.8 6.3 7.8
 
TOTALS |31 136 |580 1557 113.505114.7771
 
# M 17 2 2 310 290 6,946 7,560
 
% M 54.8 61.2 53.5 52.0 51.5 51.2
 
# F 14 14 270 267 6,559 7,217
 
%F 45.1 38.9 46.6 48.0 48.5 48.8
 
Note. M i= Males; F = Females,
 
  
 
 
 
Chino Uhifiad
 
i=TE
 
Administrators Teachers Students
 
1988 1989 1990 1988 1989 1990 1988 1989 1990
 
# Black M 2 2 3 ■■ 5 4 5 360 455 530 
% Black M ■ ■■■ 3 3 4.2 0.6 0.5 0.5 1.9 2.2 2.4 
# Black F 2 2 4 16 1 7 1 9 294 362 467 
%Black F 3 3 5.6 2 2 2.1 1.5 1.7 2.1 
Total Black :,s 4 , ^ 7 21 21 24 654 817 997 
Total% Black 6 6 9.8 2.6 2.5 2.6 3.4 3.9 4.5 
# Hispanic M 5 4 3 32 31 36 2,569 2,941 3,434 
% Hispanic M 7.5 6 4.2 3.9 3.6 3.9 13.3 14.1 15.9 
# Hispanic F 
% Hispanic F ; ■ ■ ■ " 
2 
^ : -:r;;;3 
^■3.■ 51 
6.3 
54 
6.3 
60 2,472 2,810 3,159 
6.5 12.8 13.5 14.3 
Total Hispanic ' 7 6 6 83 85 96 5,041 5,751 6,593 
Total % 10.5 9 8.4 10.2 9.9 10.4 26.1 27.6 30.2 
Hispanic 
# White M 32 35 36 200 206 233 6,800 7,030 6,987 
% White M 47.8 52.2 50 24.5 24.2 25.2 35.3 33.7 31.6 
# White F 22 1 9 21 474 511 542 6,181 6,559 6,546 
% White F 32.8 28.4 29.2 58.4 60 58.6 32.1 31.4 29.6 
Total White 54 54 57 674 717 77512,981 13,589 13,533 
Total % White 80.6 80.6 79.2 82.9 84.2 83.8 67.4 65.1 61.2 
# Other M 2 3 2 12 1 0 1 1 304 370 533 
% Other M . 3 4.5 2.8 1.5 1.2 1.1 1.6 1.8 2.4 
# Other F 0 0 0 23 1 9 19 275 361 471 
% Other F 0 0 0 2.8 2-2 2 1.4 1.7 2.2 
Total Other 2 3 2 35 29 30 579 731 1,004 
Total % Other , 3 4.5 2.8 4.3 3.4 3.1 . 3 3.5 4.6 
TOTALS |67 |925 [19,255120,888122,1271 
# M 41 44 44 249 251 28510,033 10,796 11,484 
% M 61.3 65.7 61.2 30.5 29.5 30.7 52.1 51.8 52.3 
# F 26 23 28 564 601 640 9,222 10,092 10,643 
% F 38.8 34.4 39 69.5 70.5 69.2 47.8 48.3 48.2 
Note. M = Males; F = Females, 
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Chino Unified
 
■ ■ V. ;;;FrEy- .;: ' 
Administrators Teachers Students 
1991 1992 1991 1992 1991 1992 
# Black M 4 3 4 . 3 587 657 
% Black M 5.6 4 0.4 0.3 2.5 2.5 
# Black F 3 ■ 1 19 23 505 564 
% Black F 4.2 1.3 2 2.2 2.2 2.2 
Total Black 7 4 23 26 1,092 1,221
 
Total % Black 9.8 5.3 2.4 2.5 4.7 4.7
 
# Hispanic M 5 3 32 37 3,661 4,345 
% Hispanic M v. : 7 4 3.3 3.5 15.7 16.8 
# Hispanic F 4 5 69 75 3,512 4,115 
% Hispanic F 5.6 6.7 7.1 7.1 15.1 15.9 
Total Hispanic 9 8 101 112 7,173 8,460 
Total % 12.6 10.7 10.4 10.6 30.8 32.7 
Hispanic 
# White M 33 34 238 258 7,116 7,449 
% White M 46.5 45.3 24.6 24.4 30.6 28.8 
# White F 21 28 573 624 6,616 6,915 
% White F 29.6 37.3 59.2 59 28.4 26.8 
Total White 54 6 2 811 88213,732 14,364 
Total % White 76.1 82.6 83.8 83.4 59 55.6 
# Other M 1 1 1 4 1 5 662 945 
% Other M 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.5 2.8 3.7 
# Other F 0 0 1 9 22 598 842 
% Other F 0 0 1.9 2.1 0.8 3.3 
Total Other 1 1 33 37 1,260 1,787 
Total % Other 1.4 1.3 3.3 3.6 3.6 7 
TOTALS 171 [7 5 |968 |1,057 |23,257125,832] 
# M 43 41 288 31312,026 13,396 
% M 60.5 54.6 29.7 29.7 51.6 515 
# F 28 34 680 744111,231 12,436 
% F 39.4 45.3 70.2 70.4 465 482 
Note. M = Males; F - Feiriales. 
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 Uniflkl 
PTE PTE 
Administrators TeaeherS Students 
1988 1989 1990 1988 1989 1990 1988 1989 1990 
# Black M 0 0 0 4. 4 346 411 519 
% Black M 0 0 0 0.8 0.7 0.8 2.6 2.9 3.4 
# Black F 0 0 0 10 1 2 18 330 368 492 
%Black F 0 . VO; 0 0.2 2.2 ■ 3 2.5 2.6 3.2 
Total Black 0 0 0 14 16 23 676 779 1,011
 
Total% Black 0 0 0 2.9 3.8 5.1 5.5 6.6
 
# Hispanic M 3 3 2 20 21 22 3,206 3,406 3,882
 
% Hispanic M 7 6.7 4.4 3.9 3.8 3.7 23.9 24.4 25.3
 
# Hispanic F 1 2 38 38 43 2,908 3,233 3,662
 
% Hispanic F 2.3 4.4 6.7 7.4 6.9S'.-'7.2 21.7 23.2 23.9
 
Total Hispanic 4 5 5 58 59 65 6,114 6,639 7,544
 
Total % 9.3 11.1 11.1 11.3 10.7 10.9 45.6 47.6 49.2
 
Hispanic
 
# White M 21 21 22 136 139 145 3,184 3,092 3,173
 
% White M 48.8 46.7 48.9 26.6 25.2 24.2 23.7 22.2 20.7
 
# White F 18 18 1 7 289 321 351 2,904 2,847 2,929
 
% White F 41.9 40 37.8 56.6 58.1 58.6 21.6 20.4 19.1
 
Total White 39 39 39 425 460 496 6,088 5,939 6,102
 
Total% White 90.7 86.7 86.7 83.2 83.3 82.8 45.3 42.6 39.8
 
# Other M 0 1 1 4 5 4 267 273 338 
%Other M 0 2.2 2.2 0.8 1 0.7 2.1 2.1■ '■A 
# Other F . 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 1 1 283 317 347 
% Other F 0 0 0 ' ■ ■■ .,-2 2.1 1.9 2.2 2.3 2.3 
Total Other 0 V."- 1 ■ ' 1 1 4 1 7 15 550 590 685 
Total % Other 0 2.2 2.2 2.8 3.1 2.6 4.3 3.3 4.4 
TOTALS |4 3 [45 |45^^ |552 |5 99 |13,428 [13.947 [15,342 ] 
# M 24 25 25 164 169 176 7,003 7,182 7,912 
% M 55.8 55.6 55.5 32.1 30.7 29.4 52.3 50.5 51.5 
# F 1 9 20 2 0 347 383 423 6,425 6,765 7,430 
% F 44.2 44.4 44.5 66.2 69.3 70.7 48 48.5 48.5 
Note. M = Males; F = Females. 
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 Gbltoii Joint Unified
 
Administratbrs Teachers Students 
1991 1992 1991 1992 1991 1992 
# Black M ■■ . ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ,1' 0 4 ■: : 5 538 566 
% Black M 2.1 0 0.6 0.7 3.3 3.3 
# Black F ■ ■ 1 1 16 1 4 537 572 
% Black F 2.1 ,. .; .2: 2.4 2.1 3.3 , 3.3 
Total Black 2 20 1 9 1,075 1,138 
2 V 3Total % Black 4.2 2.8 6.6 6.6 
# Hispanic M 3 3 24 1 7 4,354 4,913 
% Hispanic M 6.3 6.1 3.6 2.5 26.5 28.6 
# Hispanic F 2 . 2 56 63 4,140 4,624 
% Hispanic F 4.2 4.1 8.5 9.3 25y2 26.9 
Total Hispanic 5 5 80 80 8,494 9,537 
Total % 10.5 10.2 12.1 11.8 51.7 55.5 
Hispanic 
# White M 20 1 9 169 183 3,143 3,004 
% White M 41.7 38.8 25.6 26.9 19,1 17.5 
# White F 21 24 371 380 2,973 2,789 
% White F 43.8 49 56.1 55.9 18.1 16.2 
Total White 41 43 540 563 6,116 5,793 
Total % White 85.5 87.8 81.7 82.8 37.2 33.7 
# Other M 0 0 6 5 369 385 
% Other M 0 0 1 0.6 2.2 2.3 
# Other F 0 0 15 13 361 355 
% Other F 0 2.3 1.9 2.2 2.1 
Total Other 0 0 21 1 8 730 740 
Total % Other 0 0 3.3 2.5 4.4 4.4 
TOTALS |49 |6ei |680 [16,415 |17,2Qa1 
# M 24 22 203 210 8,404 8,868 
% M 50.1 44.9 30.8 30.7 51.1 51.7 
# F 24 27 458 470 8,011 8,340 
% F 50.1 55.1 69.3 69.2 48.8 48.5 
Note. M = Males; F = Females. 
  
 
 
Fdntana Unified
 
V FTE .FTE rvv'.'';:
 
Administrators Teachers
 Students
 
1988 1989 1990 1988 1989 1990
 1988 1989 1990
 
# Black M 2 2
 2 : 7 8 8 732 953 1,121
 
% Black M 3.6 3.4 2.9
 0.8 0.9 0.8
 3.7 4.3 4.6
 
# Black F 1 0 3
 34 36 36 698 944 1,047
 
%Black F 1.8 0 4.4 4.1
 4 3.5 3.5 4.3 4.3
 
Total Black 3 2 5
 41 44 44 1,430 1,897 2,168
 
Total% Black 5.4 3.4 7.3 4.9 4.9 4.3 7.2 8.6 8.9
 
# Hispanic M 
% Hispanic M 
3 
5.4 
3 
5.2 
1 
1.5 
I3 
1.6 
1 8 
2 
1 8 
1.8 
3,516 
17.8 
4,393 
19.8 
5,418 
22.1 
# Hispanic F 
% Hispanic F 
1 
1.8 
2 
3.4 
2 
2.9 
II 
1.3 
13 
1.4 
25 
2.4 
3,252 
16.5 
4,049 
18.3 
5,060 
20.6 
Total Hispanic 
Total % 
4 
7.2 
5 
8.8 
■ ■ ■;S 
4.4 
24 
2.9 
31 
3.4 
43 
4.2 
6,768 
34.3 
8,442 i 
38.1 
0,478 
42.7 
Hispanic 
# White M 32 3 6 35 249 270 306 5,636 5,819 5,811
% White M 57.1 62.1 51.5 30.2 29.9 29.9 28.6 26.2 23.7 
# White F 1 6 1 4 23 491 538 596 5,406 5,443 5,378
% White F 28.6 24.1 33.8 59.5 59.5 58.3 27.4 24.5 21.9 
Total White 48 50 58 740 808 902n1,042 11,262 |l1,
Total % White 85.7 86.2 85.3 89.7 89.4 88.2 56 50.7 45.6 
# Other M 0 0 0 7 7 13 261 294 347 
% Other M 0 0 0 0.7 0.7 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.5 
# Other F ■ ■ ■: 1 ■ ^ 1 2 13 14 21 226 278 339 
% Other F 1.8 1.7 ; : :.3 1.6 1.6 2.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 
Total Other 1 1 2 20 21 34 487 572 686 
Total % Other 1.8 1.7 3 2.3 2.3 3.4 2.5 2.6 2.9 
TOTALS |5 6 |5 8 |6 8 |825 |904 |1,023 |19,727122,173124,521| 
# M 34 41 38 276 303 34510,145 11,459 12,697
% M 60.7 70.9 55.9 33.3 33.5 33.8 51.4 51.6 51.9 
# F 18 1 6 30 549 601 678 9,582 10,714 11,824
% F 32.2 27.6 44.1 66.5 66.5 66.3 48.6 48.4 48.2 
Note. M = Males; F = Females. 
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Fontana Unified
 
FTE PTE
 
Administrators Teachers Students
 
1991 1992 1991 1992 1991 1992
 
# Black M 2 2 9 9 1,261 1,626
 
% Black M 2.5 2.9 0.8 0.8 4.7 5.5
 
# Black F 4 5 32 29 1,242 1,599
 
%Black F 4.9 1.7 2.9 2.6 4.6 5.4
 
Total Black 6 r-T 41 38 2,503 3,225
 
Total% Black 7.4 4.6 3.7 3.4 9.3 10.9
 
# Hispanic M 3 3 31 36 6,539 7,843
 
% Hispanic M 3.7 4.3 2.8 3.2 24.2 26.7
 
# Hispanic F 3 43 53 6,063 7,265
 
% Hispanic F 3.7 4.3 3.9 4.7 22.4 24.7
 
Total Hispanic 6 6 74 89 1 2,60215,108
 
Total% 7.4 8.6 6.7 7.9 46.6 51.4
 
Hispanic
 
# White M 37 29 333 309 5,751 5,215 
% White M 45.7 41.4 29.9 27.4 21.3 17.7 
# White F 31 27 635 653 5,446 4,944 
% White F 38.3 38.6 57.1 58 20.1 16.8 
Total White 68 56 968 962 I 1,197h0,159 
Total% White 84 80 87 85.4 41.4 34.5 
# Other M 0 0 14 18 370 457 
%Other M 0 0 1.3 1.6 1.4 1.6 
# Other F 1 1 1 5 1 9 371 443 
%Other F 1.2 1.4 1.4 1.7 1.3 1.5 
Total Other 1 1 29 37 741 900
 
Total%Other 1.2 1.4 2.7 3.3 2.7 3.1
 
TOTALS 81 |70 [1,112|1,126 127,043 129,392 j
 
# M 42 34 387 37213,921 15,141
 
% M 51.9 48.6 34.8 33 51.6 515
 
# F 39 36 725 75413,122 14,251
 
%F 48.1 46 65.3 67 48.4 48.4
 
Note. M = Males; F = Females.
 
H
 
■ ^ FTE 
Administrators Teachers Students
 
1988 1989 1990 1988 1989 1990 1988
 
# Black M 0 0 0 3 2 ■ ■ ■ ■ 1 136 180 184 
% Black M 0 0 0 0.8 0.4 \:^2. 1.4 1.7 1.6 
# Black F 1 1 0 1 1 13 1 4 121 138 181 
%Black F 3.8 0.3 >;-v:0. 2.8 2.8 2.6 1.3 1.3 1.5 
Total Black 1 1 0 14 1 5 1 5 257 318 365
 
Total% Black 3.8 0.3
 0 3.6 3.2 4.6 2.7 3 3.1
 
# Hispanic M 2 2 2 6 7 1 1 782 1,035 1,275
 
% Hispanic M 7.7 6.1 1.5 2.1 8.2 9.6
6.3 1.5 10.8
 
# Hispanic F 0 0 0 10 1 0 16 768 968 1,171
 
% Hispanic F 0 0 '0 2.6 2.1 8.1 8.9 9.9
 
Total Hispanic 2 2 2 16 1 7 27 1,550 2,003 2,446
 
Total % 7.7 6.1 6.3 4.1 3.6 5.1 16.3
 18.5 20.7
 
Hispanic
 
# White M 15 21 20 139 167 180 3,903 4,288 4,548
 
% White M 57.7 63.6 6.2 35.6 35.6 34 41.1 39.6
 38.5 
# White F 8 ■■■ ■ 9 9 209 258 297 3,580 3,999 4,198 
% White F 30.8 27.3 28.1 53.6 55 56.1 37.7 36.9 35.5
 
Total White 23 30 29 348 425 477 7,483 8,287 8,746
 
Total% White 88.5 90.9 34.3 89.2 90.6 90.1 78.8 76.5
 74
 
# Other M 0 0 0 3 5 4 112 1 1 1
 134
 
%Other M
 0 0 0 3 1 0.8 1.2 ■ ■■ -:r-V 1.1 
# Other F 0 0 1 9 7 6 97 104 123
 
%Other F 0 0 3.1 0.8 1.4 1.2 2.2 0.9 1
 
Total Other 0 0
 12 1 2 10 209 215 257
 
Total% Other 0 0 3.1 3.8
 2.4 2 3.4 1.9 2.1
 
totals |26 |33 |32 |390 |469 |529 |9,499 |10,823|1ll?f4l
 
# M 17 23 22 151 181 196 4,933 5,614 6,141
 
% M 65.4 69.7 12.5 40.9 38.5 38.9 51.9 51.9 52
 
# F 9 10 10 239 288 333 4,566 5,209 5,673
 
%F 34.6 27.6 31.2 59.8 61.3 62.9 49.3 48 47.9
 
Note. M = Males; F — Females.
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Hesperia Unified
 
Administrators Teachers Students 
1991 1992 1991 1992 1991 1992 
# Black M 0 1 3 ■ 1 208 290 
% Black M 0 2.9 0.5 0.2 1.6 2 
# Black F 0 0 12 14 229 318 
%Black F 0 0 2.2 2.5 1.7 2.2 
Total Black 0 1 15 15 437 608
 
Total% Black 0 2.9 2.7 2.7 3.3 4.2
 
# Hispanic M 2 3 1 2 10 1,636 1,990
 
% Hispanic M 5.7 8.8 2.2 1.8 12.54 13.9
 
# Hispanic F 0 14 16 1,448 1,861
 
% Hispanic F 0 2.9 2.6 2.8 1 1 • ;;./,::i3
 
Total Hispanic 2 4 26 26 3,084 3,851
 
Total % 5.7 11.7 4.8 4.6 23.54 26.9
 
Hispanic
 
# White M 22 18 184 193 4,844 4,942 
% White M 62.9 52.9 33.7 34.1 36.9 34.4 
# White F 1 1 ■ ■ 1 1 310 318 4,427 4,633 
% White F 31.4 32.4 56.8 56.2 33.8 32.3 
Total White 33 29 494 511 9,271 9,575
 
Total % White 94.3 85.3 90.5 90.3 70.7 66.7
 
# Other M 0 0 3 3 180 180
 
%Other M 0 0 0.5 0.5 1.4
 1.3
 
# Other F 0 0 8 1 1 141 144
 
%Other F 0 0
 1.5 2•V.,..; -1
 
Total Other 0 0 1 1 14 321 324
 
Total% Other 0 0 2 2.5 2.4 2.3
 
TOTALS |35 i34 |546 |566 |13,113[14,358|
 
# M 24 22 202 207 6,868 7,402
 
% M 68.6 64.6 36.9 36.6 52.44 51.6
 
# F 1 1 1 2 344 359 6,245 6,956
 
%F 31.4 : 35.3 63.1 63.5 47,5 48.5
 
Note, M = Males; F =: Females.
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Ontario-Mohtcla^
 
FTB
 
Administrators Teachers Students
 
T988 1989 1990 1988 1989 1990 1988 1989 1990
 
# Black M 2 2 a 5 4 868 874 890
 
% Black M 3.6 2.8 2.7 0.6 0.5 0.5 4.7 4.5 4.4
 
# Black F 2 2 2 18 21 20 813 884 887
 
%Black F 3.6 2.8 2.7 2.3 2.5 2.3 4.4 4.6 4.4
 
Total Black 4 4 ■ ■ 4 23 25 24 1,681 1,758 1,777 
Total% Black 7.2 5.6 5.4 2.9 3 2.8 9.1 9.1 8.8 
# Hispanic M 1 1 2 1 2 1 7 17 4,213 4,674 5,382
 
% Hispanic M 1.8 1.4 2.7 1.5 2.1 1.9 23 24.2 26.4
 
# Hispanic F 2 3 3 66 77 83 3,889 4,541 5,100
 
% Hispanic F 3.6 4.2 4.1 8.3 9.3 9.5 21.3 23.5 25.1
 
Total Hispanic 3 v'a '■ 5 78 94 100 8,102 9,215 10,482 
Total % 5.4 5.6 6.8 9.8 11.4 11.4 44.3 47.7 51.5 
Hispanic 
# White M 32 33 33 118 120 127 3,948 3,827 3,605 
% White M 57.1 46.5 45.2 14.8 14.5 14.5 21.6 19.8 17.7 
# White F 16 28 28 555 568 601 3,768 3,576 3,422 
% White F 28.6 39.4 38.4 69.7 68.5 68.7 20.6 18.5 16.8 
Total White 4 8 61 61 673 688 728 7,716 7,403 7,027 
Total % White 85.7 85.9 83.6 84.5 83 83.2 42.2 38.3 34.5 
# Other M 1 1 2 2 2 2 412 497 571 
% Other M 1.8 1.4 2.7 0.3 0.2 0.2 2.3 2.6 2.9 
# Other F 0 1 1 20 2 0 21 383 435 499 
% Other F 0 1.4 1.4 2.5 2.4 2.9 2.2 2.3 2.5 
Total Other ■ 1 2 ■"■■■ ■■ ' 3- 22 22 23 795 932 1,070 
Total % Other 1.8 2.8 4.1 2.8 2.6 3.1 4.5 4.9 5.4 
TOTALS [56 |71 |73 |796 [829 |875 |18,294119,308 |20,3561 
# M 36 37 39 137 1 43 150 9,441 9,872 10,448 
% M 64.3 52.1 53.3 17.2 17.3 17.1 51.6 51.1 51.4 
# F 20 34 34 659 686 725 8,853 9,436 9,908 
% F 35.8 47.8 46.6 82.8 82.7 83.4 485 485 48.8 
Note. M == Males; F = Females. 
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 Ontario-IVIontclair Elementary 
FTE PTE 
Administrators Teachers Students 
1991 1992 1991 1992 1991 1992 
# Black M 2 3 ■V' 4 969 1,001 
% Black M 3.4 V: 3' 9.3 0.5 4.6 4.5 
# Black F ■ ■ .V 2 4 27 26 912 985 
% Black F 3.4 6 3 2.9 4.3 4.4 
Total Black 4 6 30 30 1,881 1,986
 
Total % Black 6.8 9 3.3 3.4 8.9 8.9
 
# Hispanic M 1 0 1 9 22 5,955 6,775 
% Hispanic M 1.7 0 2.1 2.5 28.3 30.3 
# Hispanic F 1 2 81 8 5 5,654 6,630 
% Hispanic F 1.7 : :: 8.9 9.6 26.9 29.6 
Total Hispanic 2 100 107 11,609 1,3405 
Total % 3.4 3 . 1 1 12.1 55.2 59.9 
Hispanic 
# White M 30 29 131 130 3,319 2,961 
% White M 50.8 43.3 14.4 14.7 15.8 13.2 
# White F 22 30 624 584 3,101 2,781 
% White F 37.3 44.8 68.7 65.9 14.7 12.4 
Total White 52 59 755 714 6,420 5,742 
Total % White 88.1 88.1 83.1 80.6 30.5 25.6 
# Other M 1 0 2 5 593 662 
% Other M 1.7 0 0.2 0.5 2.8 2.9 
# Other F 0 0 21 30 530 580 
% Other F 0 o 2.3 3.5 2.5 2.6 
Total Other 0 2 3 35 1,123 1,242 
Total % Other 1.7 0 2.5 4 5.3 5.5 
TOTALS |5 9 |6 7 |908 |886 |21,033 |22,375l 
# M 34 31 155 16110,836 11,399 
% M 57.6 46.3 1 7 18.2 51S 505 
# F 25 36 753 72510,197 10,976 
% F 42.4 53.8 82.9 81.9 48.4 49 
Note. M = Males; F ^  Females. 
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Redlands Unified
 
■v. ; . 'v ■ .-".FTE .V' 
Administrators Teachers Students 
1988 1989 1990 1988 1989 1990 1988 1989 1990 
# Black M 0 0 0 4 4 4 302 370 390 
% Black M 0 0 0 0.7 0.7 0.6 2.3 2;6 2.6 
# Black F 0 0 0 7 8 299 350 408 
% Black F 0 0 0 1.2 1.4 1.3 2.2 2.4 ; 2.7 
Total Black 0 0 0 11 12 12 601 720 798
 
Total % Black 0 0 0 1.9 2.1 1.9 4.5 5 5.3
 
# Hispanic M 3 3 3 13 15 1 4 1,619 1,746 2,012 
% Hispanic M 8.1 7.9 7.5 2.3 2.6 2.3 12.1 12.1 13.2 
# Hispanic F 1 1 1 1 4 17 21 1,538 1,689 1,826 
% Hispanic F 2.7 2.6 2,5 2.5 2.9 3.4 11.5 11.7 1 2 
Total Hispanic 4 ■ 4 27 32 35 3,157 3,435 3,838 
Total % 10.8 10.5 1 0 4.8 5.5 5.7 23.6 23.8 25.2 
Hispanic 
# White M 25 25 25 144 146 156 4,434 4,671 4,760 
% White M 67.6 65.8 62.5 25.4 25.1 25.1 33.2 32.4 31.2 
# White F 7 9 10 376 383 406 4,093 4,309 4,461 
% White F 18.9 23.7 25 66.2 65.9 65.4 30.6 29.9 29.3 
Total White 32 34 35 520 529 562 8,527 8,980 9,221 
Total % White 86.5 89.5 87.5 91.6 91 90.5 63.8 62.3 60.5 
# Other M 1 0 1 4 2 3 547 656 715 
% Other M 2.7 0 2.5 0.7 0.3 0.8 4.2 4.5 4.7 
# Other F 0 0 0 6 6 9 537 628 675 
% Other F 0 0 0 1.1 1 1.5 4 4.4 4.5 
Total Other 1 0 1 10 8 12 1,084 1,284 1,390 
Total % Other 2.7 0 2.5 1.8 1.3 2.3 8.2 8.9 9.2 
TOTALS |37 [38 |4 0 |568 |5 81 [621 |13,369 [14,419 jl5,247 j 
# M 29 28 29 165 167 177 6,902 7,443 7,877 
% M 78.4 73.7 72.5 29.1 28.7 28.8 51.8 51.6 51.7 
# F 8 1 0 11 403 414 444 6,467 6,976 7,370 
% F 21.6 26.3 27.5 71 71.2 71.6 48.3 48.4 485 
Note. M = Males; F ?= Females, 
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Redlands Unified 
FTE FTE 
Administrators Teachers Students 
1991 1992 1991 1992 1991 1992 
# Black M 0 0 ; 4 3 418 606 
%Black M 0 0 0.6 0.4 2.6 3.5 
# Black F 0 0 8 7 463 533 
%Black F 0 0 1.2 -V 2.9 3.1 
Total Black 0 b 1 2 10 881 1 139
 
Total% Black 0 0 1.8 1.4 5.5 6.6
 
# Hispanic M 3 3 1 7 1 7 2,111 2,342
 
% Hispanic M 7.1 2.6 2.5 13.2 13.6
 
# Hispanic F 1 :-';i: 22 27 1,972 2,236
 
% Hispanic F 2.3 2.4 3.4 3.9 12.2 1 3
 
Total Hispanic 4 4 39 44 4,083 4,578
 
Total % 9.3 9.5 6 6.4 25.4 26.6
 
Hispanic
 
# White M 26 24 159 168 4,890 4,881
 
% White M 60.5 57.1 24.7 24.4 30.6 28.4
 
# White F 13 14 420 448 4,582 4,658
 
% White F 30.2 33.3 65,1 65 28.6 27.1
 
Total White 39 38 579 616 9,472 9,539
 
Total% White 90.7 90.4 89.8 89.4 59.2 55.5
 
# Other M 0 0 5 6 819 991
 
%Other M 0 0 0.8 0.8 5.1 5.8
 
# Other F 0 0 10 1 2 747 912
 
%Other F 0 0 1.6 1.7 4.6 5.3
 
Total Other 0 0 15 18 1,566 1,903
 
Total%Other 0 0 2.4 2.5 9.7
 11.1
 
TOTALS 143 |42 |645 |688 |16,002117,1591
 
# M 29 27 185 194 8,238 8,820
 
% M 67.5 64.2 28.7 28.1 51.5 51.3
 
# F 14 15 460 494 7,764 8,339
 
%F 32.5 35.7 71.3 71.6 48.3 48.5
 
Note. M = Males; F = Females.
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 Rialto Unified
 
PTE PTE
 
Adrninistratofs Teachefs Students
 
1988 1989 1990 1988 1989 1990 1988 1989 1990
 
# Black M 2 2 3 1 2 1 4 14 2,138 2,396 2,581
 
% Black M 3.8 3.2 4.3 1.9 2.2 4.5 13.1 13.9 14
 
# Black P 4 5 8 39 42 45 1,993 2,196 2,366
 
%Black P 7.5 8.1 11.4 6.3 6.5 6.2 12.2 12.8
 
Total Black 6 7 1 1 51 56 59 4,131 4,592 4,947
 
Total% Black 11.3 11.3 15.7 8.2 8.7 10.7 25.3 26.6 26.8
 
# Hispanic M 1 2 3 1 2 10 1 3 2,233 2,601 3,115
 
% Hispanic M 1.9 3.2 4.3 1.9 1.6 1.8 13.7 15.1 16.8
 
# Hispanic P 2 4 5 31 36 43 2,093 2,422 2,995
 
% Hispanic P 3.8 6.5 7.1 5 5.6 6 12.8 1 4 16.2
 
Total Hispanic ' . 3 6 8 43 46 56 4,326 5,023 6,110
 
Total % 5.7 9.7 11.4 6.9 7.2 7.8 26.5 29.1 33
 
Hispanic
 
# White M 22 22 19 161 164 177 3,794 3,617 3,509
 
% White M 41.5 35.5 27.1 25.8 25.5 24.5 23.2 21 19
 
# White P 2 2 27 32 354 360 411 3,587 3,458 3,224
 
%White P 41.5 43.5 45.7 56.7 56 57 22 20
 17.4
 
Total White 4 4 49 51 515 524 588 7,381 7,075 6,733
 
Total% White 83 79 72.8 82.5 81.5 81.5 45.2 41 36.4
 
# Other M 0 6 8 9
0 0 263 292 355
 
%Other M 0 0 0
 1 1.3 1.2 1.5 1.7 1.9
 
# Other P
 0 0 0 9 9 9 226 267 342
 
%Other P 0 0 0 1.5
 1.5 1.2 1.4 1.6 2
 
Total Other 0 0 0 1 5 1 7
 i8 489 559 697
 
Total%Other 0 0 0 2.5 2.8 2.4 2.9 3.3 3.9
 
TOTALS |70 |624 |643 i721 |l6,327117,249|18,4871
 
# M 25 26 25 191 196 213 8,428 8,906 9,560
 
% M 47.2 41.9 35.7 30.6 30.6 32 51.5 51.7 51.7
 
# P 28 36 45
 433 447 508 7,899 8,343 8,927
 
%P 52.8 58.1 64.2 69.5 69.6 70.4
 48;4 48.3 48.4
 
Note. M =: Males; F = Females;
 
 Rialto Unified
 
-yFTEy:.r:-r ^ Ht
 
Administrators Teachers Students
 
1991 1992 1991 1992 1991 1992
 
# Black M 2 5 1 2 18 2,751 2,924
 
% Black M 2.7 6.7 1.6
 2.1 , 13.9 13.5
 
# Black F 8 9 54 58 2,533 2,835
 
%Black F 10.7
 1 2 7.1 6.9 12.8 13.1
 
Total Black 10 14 66 76 5,284 5,759
 
Total% Black
 13.4 18.7 8.7 9 26.7 26.6
 
# Hispanic M 3 1 10 15 3,715 4,576
 
% Hispanic M 4 1.3 1.3 1.8 18.8 21.1
 
# Hispanic F 6 6 46 52 3,566 4,496
 
% Hispanic F 8 8 6 6.2 18 20.7
 
Total Hispanic 9 7 56 67 7,281 9,072
 
Total %
 1 2 9.3 8 36.8 41.8
 
Hispanic
 
# White M 21 23 193 225 3,348 3,105
 
% White M
 28 30.7 25.3 26.7 16.9 14.3
 
# White F 34 31 429 454 3,069 2,831
 
% White F 45.3 41.3 56.2 53.9 15.5 13
 
Total White 55 54 622 679 6,417 5,936 
Total% White 73.3 72 81.5 80.6 32.4 27.3 
• 
# Other M 0 0 8 9 417 458 
% Other M 0 0 1 1.1 2.2 2.2 
# Other F 1 0 1 1 1 2 395 474 
%Other F 1.3 0 1.5 1.3 2.1 2.3 
Total Other 1 0 1 9 21 812 932
 
Total% Other 1.3 0 2.5 2.4 4.3 4.5
 
totals 175 |75 |763 |843 |19,794|21.^
 
# M 26 29 223
 26710,231 11,063
 
% M 34.7 38.7 29.2 31.7 51.8 51.1
 
# F 49
 46 540 576 9,563 10,636
 
%F 65.3 61.3 70.8 68.3 48.4 49.1
 
Note. M = Males; F = Females.
 
60
 
  
San Bernardino City Unified
 
FTE FTE
 
Administrators Teachers Students
 
1988 1989 1990 1988 1989 1990 1988 1989 1990
 
# Black M 3 4 4 34 39 40 3,065 3,340 3,564
 
% Black M 2.4 2.8 2.7 2.3 2.6 2.5 8.7 9 9.1
 
# Black F 1 5 16 16 115 1 1 7 121 3,015 3,302 3,552
 
%Black F 12.1 11.2 10.9 7.9 7.8 7.6 8.6 8.9 9.1
 
Total Black 18 20 20 149 156 161 6,080 6,642 7,116
 
Total% Black 14.5 1 4 13.6 10.2 10.4 10.1 17.3 17.9 18.2
 
# Hispanic M 5 7 8 55 59 62 6,194 6,654 7,339
 
% Hispanic M 4 4.9 5.4 3.8 3.9 3.9 17.7 1 8 18.8
 
# Hispanic F 10 16 20 125 125 136 5,646 6,188 6,919
 
% Hispanic F 8.1 11.2 13.6 8.6 8.3 8.5 16.1 16.8 17.7
 
Total Hispanic 1 5 23 28 180 184 19811,84 12,84 14,25
 
O
 
UA 8
 
Total% 12.1 16.1 1 9 12.4 12.2 12.4 33.8 34.8 36.5
 
Hispanic
 
# White M 50 47 46 333 344 364 7,652 7,785 7,752
 
% White M 40.3 32.9 31.3 22.9 22.9 22.8 21.8 21.1 19.9
 
# White F 36 48 48 744 775 833 7,222 7,269 7,322
 
%White F 29 33.6 32.7 51.2 51.6 52.1 20.6 19.7 18.8
 
Total White 86 95 94 1077 1119 1 19714,874 15,054 15,074
 
Total% White 69.3 66.5 64 74.1 74.9 42.4 40.8
74.5 38.7
 
# Other M 2 1 1 1 3 1 4 16 1,152 1,242 1,313 
%Other M 1.6 0.7 7 0.8 0.9 ■ / .V- -, 1 3.2 3.4 3.3 
# Other F 3 . 4 34 28 26 1,087 1,161 1,272 
%Other F 2.4 2.8 2.8 2.4 1.9 1.6 3 3.2 3.3 
Total Other 5 5 5 47 42 42 2,239 2,403 2,585
 
Total%Other 4 3.5 9.8 3.2 2.8 2.6 6.2 6.6 6.6
 
TOTALS |12:4 1I143 1 147 |1,453|1,501 1 1,598 1
^ 1 [35,033|36,941 |39,033 1
 
# M 60 59 59 435 456 48218,063 19,021 19,968
 
% M 48.3 41.3 46.4 29.8 30.3 30.2 51.4 515 51.1
 
# F 64 84 88 1,018 1,045 1,11616,970 17,920 19,065
 
%F 51.6 58.8 60 70.1 69.6 69.8 48.3 48.6 48.9
 
Note. M = Males;F= Femalesv
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San Bernardino City Unified
 
Administrators Teachers Students 
1991 1992 1991 1992 1991 1992 
# Black M 3 3 42 46 3,714 3,973 
%Black M 1.9 2 2.4 2.6 9.2 9.1 
# Black F 17 16 130 129 3,622 3,959 
%Black F 1 1 10.7 7.6 7.2 8.9 9.1 
Total Black 20 19 172 175 7,336 7,932
 
Total% Black 12.9 12.7 10 9.8 18.1 18.2
 
# Hispanic M 8 8 63 67 8,215 9,712
 
% Hispanic M 5.2 5.4 3.7 3.7 20.2 22.3
 
# Hispanic F 19 18 145 159 7,744 9,255
 
% Hispanic F 12.3 12.1 8.4 8.9 19.1 21.2
 
Total Hispanic 27 26 208 226|l5,959|18,967
 
Total% 17.5 17.5 12.1 12.6 39.3 43.5
 
Hispanic
 
# White M 50 42 385 396 7,509 7,060
 
% White M 32.3 28.2 22.4 22.1 18.5 16.2
 
# White F 52 54 899 937 7,046 6,653
 
%White F 33.5 36.2 52.4 52.3 17.4 15.3
 
Total White 102 96 1,284 1,33314,55513,713
 
Total% White 65.8 64.4 74.8 74.4 35.9 31.5
 
# Other M 2 2 22 1 9 1,382 1,484
 
%Other M 1.2 1.4 1.3 1.1 3.4 3.4
 
# Other F 4 6 30 40 1,357 1,484
 
%Other F 2.6 1.4 1.7 2.2 3.3 3.4
 
Total Other 8: 52 59 2,739 2,968
 
Total%Other 3.8 2.8 3 3.3 6.7 6.8
 
TOTALS |155 |149 |1,716|1,793|40,589|43,580|
 
# M 63 55 512 52820,820 22,229
 
% M 40.6 37 29.8 29.5 513 51
 
# F 92 94 1,204 1,26519,769 21,351
 
%F 59.4 60.4 70.1 70.6 48.7 49
 
Note. M = Males; F = Females.
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 Upland Unified
 
Admmistrators Teachers Students
 
1988 198^ 1990 1988 1989 1990 1988 1989 1990
 
# Black M 1 1 0 0 0 n 264 332 359 
% Black M 2.8 3.6 0 0 0 0 2.7 3.2 3.4 
# Black F 0 0 0 6 7 7 223 315 337 
%Black F 0 0 0 1.4 1.6 1.6 2.3 3.1 3.1 
Total Black 1 0 7 7 487
1 6 647 696 
Total% Black 2.8 3.6 0 1.4 1.6 1.6 5 6.3 6.5 
Miiiiligiiiiilil iiiiiiiii§!ii||iiiiiii ■ ; '.i iiiigl 
# Hispanic M 1 1 2 6 6 6 720 853 925 
% Hispanic M 2.8 3.6 5.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 7.4 8.3 8.6 
# Hispanic F 0 1 7 9 8 693 836 885 
% Hispanic F 0 3.6 til■ 2.7 1.7iv ■ 2.1 1.9 7.1 8.1 8.3 
ii 
Total Hispanic 1 13 1,413 1,689 1,810
 
Total% Hispanic 2.8 7.2 8.1 3.1 3.5 3.3 14.5 16.4 16.9
 
# White M 1 8 1 7 1 6 107 109 103 3,616 3,682 3,664
 
% White M 50 60.7 43.2 25.8 25.3 24 37.2 35.7 34.2
 
# White F 15 8 18 277 286 288 3,466 3,516 3,512
 
%White F 41.7 28.6 48.6 66.9 65.8 67.1 35.7 34.1 32.8
 
Total White 33 25 34 384 395 391 7,082 7,198 7,176
 
Total% White 91.7 89.3 91.8 92.7 91.1 91.1 72.9 69.8
 67
 
III 
# Other M 1 0 0 5 5 5 386 413 520 
%Other M 2.5 0 0 0.9 1.1 1.2 4 ■■ ■■ ;' 4 4.9
 
# Other F 0
 0 0 6 8 1 2 344 375 501
 
%Other F 0 0 0 1.4 1.9 2.8 3.6 3.6 4.7
 
Total Other 1^ 0 0 1 1 1 3 1 7 730 788 1,021 
Total%Other 2.5 0 ■yi: 0 2.3 3 4 7.6 7.6 9.6 
. . 
TOTALS 13 6 128 |37 1414 |430 |429 |9.7l2 10.322 10.7031 
# M 21 19 1 8 118 120 114 4,986 5,280 5,468 
% M 58.1 67.9 48.6 28.1 27.8 26.6 51.3 51.2 51.1 
# F 15 9 1 9 296 310 315 4,726 5,042 5,235 
%F 41.7 32.2 51.3 71.4 71.4 73.4 48.7 48.9 48.9 
Note. M = Males; F = Females. 
Upland Unified
 
- FTE
 
Adn^in istrators Teachers Students
 
1991 1992 1991 1992 1991 1992
 
# Black M 0 0 0 0 380 511 
% Black M 0 0 0 0 3.5 4.5 
# Black F 0 T •. ■■■ ■ 7 393 527 
%Black F 0 2.4 1.6 1.6 3.6 4.6 
Total Black 0 1 7 7 773 1,038
 
Total% Black 0 2.4 1.6 1.6 7.1 9.1
 
# Hispanic M 1 1 7 1 1 1,033 1,209
 
% Hispanic M 2.7 2.4 1.6 2.5 9.5 10.6
 
# Hispanic F 0 0 1 1 10 1,004 1,197
 
% Hispanic F ^0 0 2.4 2.3 9.2 10.5
 
Total Hispanic 1 8 21 2,037 2,406
 
Total% Hispanic 2.7 2.4 4 4.8 18.7 21.1
 
# White M 15 1 7 108 95 3,571 3,475
 
% White M 40.5 41.5 24 21.5 32.8 30.6
 
# White F 21 22 306 309 3,482 3,395
 
% White F 56.8 53.7 68 69.9 31.9 29.9
 
Total White 36 39 414 404 7,053 6,870
 
Total% White 97.3 95.2 92 91.4 64.7 60.5
 
# Other M 0 0 3 2 552 561
 
%Other M 0 0 0.6 0.4 5.1 5
 
# Other F 0 0 8 8 485 486
 
%Other F 0 1.8 1.8 4.5 4.2
 
Total Other 0 0 1 1 10 1037 1047
 
Total%Other 0 0 2.4 2.2 9.6 9.2
 
TOTALS |37 |41 1450 1442 |10.900|11.3611
 
# M 16 18 118 108 5,536 5,756
 
% M 43.2 43.9 26.2 24.4 50.9 50.7
 
# F 21 23 332 334 5,364 5,605
 
%F 56.8 56.1 73.8 75.6 49.2 49.2
 
Note. M = Males; F = Females.
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FOOTNOTES
 
Ghapter One
 
1. Although African American is the current appellation
 
chosen as politically correct, Black is used throughout this research
 
study as it was the labeling used in the county, state and federal
 
reporting documents used to compile the data.
 
Ghapter. - Two';■ 
1. Eugene Grigsby III serves as an associate professor at the 
University of Southern California Los Angeles in the School of Public 
Policy and Social Research. 
Ghapter Three 
1. Project PipeUne was identifk^ by the district as a 
partnership program with a university that provided links for 
students in teacher training and credentialling programs to district 
certificated positions. 
Ghapter Four 
1. The traditional school calendar year is used by Galifomia to 
report personnel statistics which starts in September and ends in 
June of the following year. 
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